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Abstract  
In the global economy, individuals have to engage in cross-cultural interactions when tasked to develop creative 
new products or services. Research on the effects of cultural diversity on creativity, however, has been equivocal. 
One stream of research champions that cultural diversity in relationships broadens ideas and resources for creative 
thinking, whereas skeptics counter that intercultural tensions and conflicts hurt rather than help. This chapter 
discusses both sides of the argument. We examine the effects of intercultural relationships on creativity from three 
perspectives: (a) how a culturally diverse social environment (including social networks) influences individuals’ 
creativity; (b) how individuals can successfully engage in intercultural dyadic creative collaboration; and (c) how 
intercultural relationships influence creativity of multicultural teams. In addition, we investigate the underlying 
mechanisms and boundary conditions of how intercultural relationships impact creative performance. We 
conclude by integrating ideas from existing research and proposing new research directions. 
Keywords:   creativity, intercultural relations, teams, multicultural networks, cultural diversity 
 
Globalization, the economic interdependence among countries stemming from cross-national flows of products 
and resources, spurs individuals, teams, and organizations to operate in multicultural contexts (Chua, 2014; Tsui, 
Nifadkar, & Ou, 2007). Competing on a global scale, businesses capitalize on global resources to innovate so as 
to stay competitive (Brimm, 2010). Firms export not only goods and services but also intermediate work and best 
practices across the globe. Physical distance and time differences are no longer insurmountable barriers to 
collaboration, thanks to advancements in communication technology. Modern-day employees are therefore 
increasingly embedded in a culturally diverse social environment if not themselves part of a multicultural work 
team. 
Globalization prompts intercultural relationships across levels of interaction, meanwhile altering the dynamics of 
creative endeavors. There are multiple ways in which individuals can be exposed to cultural diversity that could 
impact creativity. This chapter focuses on a specific form of cultural exposure—intercultural relationships in a 
culturally diverse social environment—and its effects on creativity. Other forms of cultural exposure may include 
multicultural experiences stemming from biculturalism (e.g., Cheng, Sanchez-Burks, & Lee, 2008), living abroad 
(e.g., Maddux & Galinsky, 2009), or exposure to multicultural priming (e.g., Leung & Chiu, 2010). These topics 
are covered in other chapters in this handbook. 
Creativity, the production of novel and useful ideas (Amabile, 1983), predicates all innovations, because the 
invention of new practices, products, or services requires first and foremost the development of creative ideas 
(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996). Creative thinking at the individual level is thus a sine qua non 
for any form of organizational innovation. How do creative ideas arise? Recent research on the antecedents of 
creativity posits that creative ideas arise from a recombination of existing ideas (Baughman & Mumford, 1995; 
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Chua & Iyengar, 2008; Guilford, 1950; Rietzschel, Nijstad, & Stroebe, 2007) and/or exposure to unfamiliar 
environmental stimuli that stimulate new thinking (Leung & Chiu, 2010; Sternberg, 1985; Ward, Smith, & Finke, 
1999). The widely studied creative cognition perspective suggests that creative ideas arise from the generative 
(acquiring, assessing, and combining ideas) and exploratory (mining ideas for novel combinations and testing 
their viability) creative processes (Finke, Ward, & Smith, 1992; Ward, 2001). These two processes might operate 
cyclically and simultaneously. Individuals acquire ideas from experiences and exposures to environmental 
stimuli, combine the acquired ideas, and fine-tune the combined ideas to arrive at creative solutions. 
Having access to global ideas and resources enhances the creative processes and, hence, innovation. Specifically, 
a heightened magnitude and variety of ideas and resources derived from diverse cultural knowledge serve as 
useful raw ingredients for creative endeavors (Chua, 2013). Culture has been defined in different ways—“as the 
collective programming of the mind (Hofstede, 1991); as a shared meaning system (Shweder & LeVine, 1984); as 
patterned ways of thinking (Kluckhohn, 1954); and as unstated standard operating procedures or ways of doing 
things (Triandis, 1994)” (Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007, p. 481). Regardless of the precise definition, culture has 
largely been emphasized as a distinguisher between one group of people from the other (Hofstede, Hofstede, & 
Minkov, 2010), the kind that is shared, adaptive, and transmittable across time and generations (Triandis, 1994). 
Indeed, cultural differences are a source of disparities in the knowledge of the world (Chua, Morris, & Mor, 
2012). Specifically, individuals of different cultures internalize and adhere to different shared social norms, 
knowledge bases, values, assumptions, and traditions, yielding divergent ideas and intellectual resources for 
creative endeavors (Chua, 2013). 
Various studies have linked cultural diversity (e.g., Cheng, Chua, Morris, & Lee, 2012; Cox, Lobel, & McLeod, 
1991; Giambatista & Bhappu, 2010; McLeod, Lobel, & Cox, 1996; Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Jonsen, 2009; 
Watson, Kumar, & Michaelsen, 1993) to creative performance. Intercultural relationships in a social network or 
multicultural teams spur an influx of varied ideas, perspectives, and knowledge, which facilitates association of 
existing ideas and stimulation of new thinking, thereby potentiating creativity. For example, in multicultural 
teams, individuals from varying cultural backgrounds build up a large knowledge repertoire (Blau, 1977; Cox, 
1994; Cox & Blake, 1991; Govindarajan & Gupta, 2001), as each individual member provides access to different 
ideas that others can build on to achieve creativity (Paulus & Brown, 2003; Paulus, Larey, & Dzindolet, 2001). 
Intercultural relationships, nonetheless, do not always beget creativity (e.g., Giambatista & Bhappu, 2010; 
Hackman, 1990; O’Reilly, Williams, & Barsade, 1998; Swann, Kwan, Polzer, & Milton, 2003; see Williams & 
O’Reilly, 1998). Intercultural anxiety, tensions, and conflicts in cross-cultural encounters (Jehn & Mannix, 2001; 
Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999; Stephan & Stephan, 1985) may result from 
varied and sometimes incompatible assumptions, values, and norms specific to the different cultures (Hall, 1976; 
Harris, 1968; Triandis, 1994). In addition, negative stereotypes and biases against outgroup members could 
engender intergroup tensions and conflicts (Allport, 1954; Stephan & Stephan, 1985), causing difficulties in 
cross-cultural collaboration. Such differences and disagreements, if not overcome, are detrimental to creative 
performance. 
Given these intercultural dynamics, when do intercultural relationships enhance creativity? Scholars have 
addressed this question by investigating multiple moderators of the relationship (cf. Stahl et al., 2009). Some 
point to team members’ cultural value orientations (Cheng et al., 2012) and cultural metacognition (Crotty & 
Brett, 2012), whereas others focus on team-level factors such as self-verification (Polzer, Milton, & Swann, 2002) 
and diversity perspectives (Ely & Thomas, 2001). The answer is likely a combination of these factors. 
Cross-cultural encounters, as noted, occur at multiple levels of interaction. Individuals interact with one another, 
exchange information, and oftentimes collaborate toward a common goal of creativity. It is thus imperative to 
examine the effects of intercultural relationships on creativity at different levels of analysis to fully understand the 
boundary conditions and underlying mechanisms of the relationship. 
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In this chapter, we discuss when and how intercultural relationships implicate individual-, dyadic-, and team-level 
creativity. In doing so, we examine the mediators of the intercultural relationships–creativity link to explain the 
mechanisms by which cultural diversity impacts creativity. We also investigate the boundary conditions of the 
focal relationship to understand when culturally diverse relationships enhance creativity and when they may not. 
We conclude by connecting and integrating existing research on intercultural relationships and creativity and 
proposing future research directions. 
 
Individual-Level Creativity 
Individuals need not be part of a multicultural work team to be influenced by intercultural relationships. Due to 
forces of globalization, individuals are increasingly embedded in multicultural social networks in both daily lives 
and at work; their exposure to intercultural ties, directly or indirectly, has been found to impact their individual-
level creativity. In this section, we discuss how exposure to intercultural ties both helps and hurts individuals’ 
creativity. 
How Networks Stimulate Individual-Level Creativity 
The idea that interpersonal ties in one’s social environment can enhance individual-level creativity has been 
investigated in the network literature (Burt, 2004; Perry-Smith, 2006; Rodan & Galunic, 2004). The main 
arguments for the creativity-enhancing effects of social networks, as articulated by Chua, Morris, and Ingram 
(2010), include (1) an increased flow of divergent ideas and perspectives between contacts that stimulates 
association of seemingly unrelated ideas; (2) more efficient discussion of novel ideas through various stages of 
development that helps test, improve, and refine ideas to meet specific needs; and (3) higher levels of social 
support and encouragement throughout the idea development process. Put differently, having many different ideas 
being flowed and discussed in social networks is a form of cognitive diversity, which stimulates creative thinking 
(Paulus, 2000). Individuals’ creative idea generation has been found to improve with exposure to others’ ideas 
that are related to the tasks at hand (Fink et al., 2010, 2012). Further, as individuals go through each arduous step 
of idea gathering, combining, and testing, having a network of support and encouragement may help them see 
ideas through to fruition. Indeed, the confluence of these interpersonal factors improves creativity. 
In the same vein, being part of a culturally diverse social network likely facilitates the flow and discussion of 
culturally diverse ideas and perspectives, thus spurring creative thinking. The exposure to cultural diversity in a 
social network is distinct from other types of cultural experience (e.g., living abroad) such that individuals may 
draw on a multitude of valuable resources offered by ongoing interpersonal relationships within the network 
(Coleman, 1990). Chua (in press) showed in a field experiment and a laboratory experiment, using Blau’s (1977) 
heterogeneity index to capture network cultural heterogeneity,1 that cultural heterogeneity in social networks 
enhances individuals’ creativity exclusively on tasks that require multicultural knowledge. Both studies showed 
that the creativity-enhancing effects of network cultural heterogeneity are domain specific. In particular, 
participants performed better on global tasks (which called for diverse cultural knowledge), but not local tasks 
(which mainly called for local cultural knowledge) or imagination tasks (which assessed creativity in general and 
did not require cultural knowledge). 
The main findings resonate with the line of creativity research asserting that creativity requires domain-specific 
knowledge and relevant skills (Amabile, 1983; Baer, 1993), and that bicultural experience enhances creativity 
                                                          
1 Network cultural heterogeneity = 1 – Σ pi2, where pi is the proportion of the group in the ith category. In Chua (in press), the 
categories were eight different cultural groups—European American, African American, Asian American, European, East 
Asian, Middle Eastern, Latino, and other. 
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only in tasks related to the cultural domains specific to the bicultural experience (Cheng et al., 2008). Contrarily, a 
previous study by Maddux and Galinsky (2009) found that living abroad contributes to creative performance in 
general. Chua et al. (2010) reconcile the discrepancies by reasoning that the effects of multicultural experiences 
on creativity likely depend on the type of exposure. Indeed, having a multicultural network and living abroad are 
two different types of multicultural experiences. A prolonged and intense immersion in a foreign culture could 
permanently broaden individuals’ worldviews, thus promoting general creativity. On the other hand, a relatively 
short and less intense exposure to multiple foreign cultures within a social network may provide multicultural 
knowledge for relevant tasks, but the weak exposure is unlikely to have a broad implication on creative 
performance. 
In addition, the experimental results shed light on the interpersonal pathway linking network cultural 
heterogeneity to creativity. Specifically, network cultural heterogeneity was associated with the receipt of more 
culture-related ideas,2 but not other types of ideas, from people in the social networks whether or not they were 
from a different culture. This pattern of results suggests that cultural heterogeneity in individuals’ social networks 
may signal to all others in the networks that the individuals are open to diverse cultures, thus inviting the 
exchange and discussion of varied ideas related to cultures. In other words, the findings suggest that by forging 
intercultural ties, individuals improve their chances of receiving novel culture-related ideas from those with the 
same as well as different cultural ties. 
Sharing new ideas, culture related or not, runs risks of being ridiculed (Nemeth, Personnaz, Personnaz, & 
Goncalo, 2004) or the ideas being stolen (Chua et al., 2010). Although being embedded in a social network 
(having ties to common third parties) is empirically linked to increased transfer of ideas and knowledge (Ingram 
& Roberts, 2000; Reagan & McEvily, 2003; Reagans & Zuckerman, 2001; Uzzi, 1997, 1999; Uzzi & Lancaster, 
2003), interpersonal trust—the willingness to be vulnerable to others’ motives, intentions, and actions (Kramer, 
1999; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995)—has been acknowledged as central to the link (Burt, 2005; Coleman, 
1988; Ferrin, Dirks, & Shah, 2006; Walker, Kogut, & Shan, 1997). Trust is intensified the more embedded 
individuals are in the social network (Burt, 2005; Coleman, 1988; Ferrin et al., 2006; Walker et al., 1997), and 
heightened trust renders individuals more willing to share new ideas and knowledge with one another (Andrew & 
Dalahay, 2000; Chua, 2014; Penley & Hawkins, 1985; Tsai & Goshal, 1998). Using an egocentric network survey 
of midlevel executives, Chua and colleagues (2010) found that affective trust (trust based on a socioemotional 
base), as opposed to cognitive trust (trust based on a calculative basis) (McAllister, 1995), mediates the 
relationship between network embeddedness and idea sharing. 
To elaborate, affective trust develops out of the care and concern about others’ welfare (Lewis & Weigert, 1985; 
Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985), whereas cognitive trust springs from instrumental calculation of others’ 
competence and reliability (Butler, 1991; Cook & Wall, 1980; Zucker, 1986). Embeddedness in a social network 
increases a sense of social support (House, Landis, & Umberson, 1988; Kadushin, 1982; Polister, 1980) and 
solidarity (Kadushin, 1982; Wellman, 1988), which enhances affective trust. In addition, affective, but not 
cognitive, trust has been found to relate positively to embeddedness (Chua et al., 2010). These distinctions 
between affective and cognitive trust have an important implication on the relationship between network cultural 
heterogeneity and individuals’ creativity. Specifically, the increased flow and discussion of diverse cultural ideas 
resulting from network cultural heterogeneity are likely to be explained by the level of affective trust in the 
intercultural relationships. The denser the multicultural social networks, the more likely individuals are to 
affectively trust one another. Affective trust creates a safe environment for individuals to share and discuss novel 
cultural ideas without fear of being ridiculed or the ideas being stolen, thus stimulating creativity. 
                                                          
2 Chua et al. (2011) coded an idea as culture related if it contained elements of cultures, race, or countries outside of the 
United States. 
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Pitfalls of Multicultural Social Environment 
As much as intercultural relationships in a social environment enable creative thinking, there are potential pitfalls. 
Specifically, individuals’ creativity, similar to other types of performance, could suffer from what goes wrong in 
the larger environment (Frost, 2003; Porath & Erez, 2009; Schneider & Reichers, 1983; Scott, 1992). For 
example, Frost (2003) suggests that an unpleasant work environment caused by insensitive attitudes and behaviors 
of managers and employees imposes a negative impact on work performance of people around them. Indeed, 
based on three laboratory experiments, Porath and Erez (2007) found that witnessing rudeness enacted by an 
authoritative figure or a peer may increase negative affect, which in turn reduces performance on routine and 
creative tasks. 
Related to a multicultural social environment, recent research by Chua (2013) demonstrates in a network survey 
and two laboratory experiments that ambient cultural disharmony—indirect experience of multicultural tensions 
and conflicts in the immediate social environment—compromises creativity that requires multicultural knowledge 
by promoting the belief that ideas from different cultures are incompatible. Importantly, this research confirms the 
findings that the effects of intercultural relationships on creativity are domain specific (Chua, in press), as the 
negative effects of ambient cultural disharmony on creativity were significant for multicultural, but not general, 
creativity tasks. Importantly, this research shows that the creativity-dampening impacts of intercultural tensions 
and conflicts may spill over onto observers who are aware of but are not directly involved in the tensions and 
conflicts. This finding suggests that individuals’ creative performance can be easily undermined by 
disharmonious intercultural relationships surrounding them. 
This research also identifies individuals’ implicit belief that ideas from different cultural sources are incompatible 
as the mediator of the ambient disharmony–creativity relationship. Specifically, the intercultural disharmony 
individuals observe in their social environment activates or increases their implicit belief that ideas from disparate 
cultures are incompatible. Once such implicit belief is developed, individuals are less likely to simultaneously 
access knowledge from different cultures and draw nonobvious connections among them, thus compromising 
creativity (Cheng et al., 2008; Mok & Morris, 2010). 
Chua (2013) explains that individuals’ implicit belief about the incompatibility of ideas from different cultural 
sources is related to their belief in cultural essentialism—that cultural characteristics are innate and fixed (Chao, 
Chen, Roisman, & Hong, 2007; Chao, Okazai, & Hong, 2011; Hong, Chao, & No, 2009). Indeed, the belief about 
multicultural compatibility could be affected by environmental stimuli (No et al., 2008). For example, bicultural 
individuals who have experienced difficulties navigating between the two cultures likely view the cultures  in 
question as incompatible (Benet-Martínez, Leu, Lee, & Morris, 2002; Vivero & Jenkins, 1999). Similar to 
individuals holding an implicit belief about ambient cultural disharmony, believers of cultural essentialism would 
also perceive that ideas from diverse cultures are incompatible and are difficult to be morphed or combined, 
rendering a lower willingness to explore creative associations between these ideas. 
 
The Cultural Alignment Model of Global Creativity 
Not all forms of cross-cultural creative endeavors are fruitful. Another type of pitfall resulting from a 
multicultural social environment occurs when the culture of the innovator is not aligned with that of the audience. 
Recent research has proposed a cultural alignment model of global creativity, which explains the effect of culture 
on creativity in a global context (Chua, Roth, & Lemoine, 2015). This theoretical model extends the previous 
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work on cross-cultural creativity to look at the impact of cultural norms of the innovator and the audience on the 
innovator’s creative engagement as well as success. 
Using data from a global online crowdsourcing platform, Chua and colleagues (2015) demonstrate that cultural 
tightness—the strength of social norms and the level of sanctioning within a given society (Gelfand, Nishii, & 
Raver, 2006)—lowers the odds that individuals would engage and succeed in foreign creative tasks. Tight local 
norms, they argue, decrease individuals’ creative self-efficacy, or the confidence in the ability to be creative 
(Tierney & Farmer, 2002), which in turn lessens their willingness to attempt creative endeavors in a culture that is 
unfamiliar to them. Moreover, being restricted by tight cultural norms that sanction deviant mindsets and 
behaviors makes it harder for these individuals to be successful in their cross-cultural creative attempts. 
Individuals embedded in tight cultures tend to falter not only at breaking away from prescribed ways of thinking 
and doing but also at accumulating the domain knowledge outside of their local cultures, the two critical 
ingredients that boost creative self-efficacy and encourage creative engagement. In fact, working in an unfamiliar 
cultural context poses a psychological challenge (Earley & Ang, 2003) for individuals who come from tight 
cultures where deviation and change are discouraged. These individuals are not prepared to think out of their 
comfort zone or to internalize the critical knowledge about the foreign cultural context which helps them navigate 
and learn an unfamiliar culture. Such lack of preparation drains the confidence that they would excel in cross-
cultural creative tasks, rendering them less likely to initiate any creative endeavors abroad. 
Even when individuals from tight cultures go against the odds and venture in foreign creative tasks, their chance 
of success is slim compared to those from loose cultures. Chua and colleagues (2015) explained that the former 
are worse at combining existing ideas to produce new ideas and at judging the viability of potential creative 
solutions due to their prevention focus, self-regulation, and low tolerance for deviation from currently known 
solutions. When optimal creative solutions require the cultural knowledge outside of one’s own cultural domain, it 
is even more difficult for these individuals to understand the needs and preferences of foreign audiences. Taken 
together, these individuals’ preventive mindset forged by their adherence to restrictive cultural norms and their 
lack of cultural knowledge jointly undermine their development of creative ideas, particularly those that will be 
effective in a foreign culture. 
Further, the less aligned the innovator’s and the audience’s culture, the stronger the negative effects of cultural 
tightness. Put differently, cultural distance—the degree to which two cultures differ in their value systems 
(Shenkar, 2001; Tihanyi, Griffith, & Russell, 2005)—accentuates the negative relationship between cultural 
tightness and creative engagement and success in a foreign culture. When differences in various aspects (e.g., 
traditions, norms, customs, business environments) between one’s own culture and an audience’s culture are 
wide, individuals from tight cultures feel less able to deliver novel and workable solutions, slashing their creative 
self-efficacy and thereby the likelihood that they would attempt the task. Even when they do go for it, these 
individuals are less likely to succeed, considering that their cultural restrictions discourage them to think out of 
the box or to take risks. 
Tight cultural norms are, nonetheless, not always detrimental to creativity. When creative endeavors are done 
locally as opposed to abroad, individuals who are local to tight cultures are more likely to attempt and succeed in 
these endeavors. Chua and colleagues (2015) argue that these individuals, compared to their counterparts from 
loose cultures, should experience higher creative self-efficacy because they are familiar with the clearly defined 
local cultures, thus increasing their likelihood of creative engagement and success. Specifically, norms in tight 
cultures are widely shared among the locals, so local innovators should be able to cater to the local audiences’ 
needs and preferences. Indeed, these local innovators enjoy their home field advantage of knowing the audiences, 
facing less competition due to the restrictive norms that are unfriendly to foreign innovators, and being able to 
effectively navigate the idea space in which they search for insights and evaluate possible ideas that will fit the 
local cultural context. On the contrary, local norms are neither firmly defined nor widely shared in loose cultures, 
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making the local audiences’ preferences less predictable (Au, 1999; Triandis, 1989). Because new ideas must be 
acceptable to the audience to be successful, individuals from tight cultures are hence more likely than those from 
loose cultures to succeed in their creative attempts. 
In sum, individuals’ creativity could benefit as well as suffer from exposure to the different types of intercultural 
relationships embedded in their social networks. The benefits arise chiefly from individuals’ exposure to cognitive 
diversity from the flow and discussion of culture-related ideas with others in the network. How well individuals 
can harness the creativity benefits depends in part on the level of trust they have with these social contacts. 
Conversely, intercultural tensions and conflicts in the social environment, although merely observed, could 
backfire. Finally, the cultural alignment between the innovator and the audience can also affect the likelihood of 
engagement in and success for creative endeavors. 
 
Dyadic-Level Creativity 
Beyond individual-level creativity, intercultural relationships could affect dyadic-level creative collaboration. 
When two people of different cultural backgrounds collaborate on a creative task, the nature of their interactions 
has been shown to directly impact their collaborative potential and joint creativity. Indeed, different cultural 
knowledge (influenced by disparate cultural experiences and identities) may cause anxiety, misunderstandings, 
and gaps in problem representation that compromise effectiveness and efficiency in intercultural collaborations 
(Adler, 2002; Gelfand et al., 2001; Lievens, Harris, Van Keer, & Bisqueret, 2003; Takeuchi, Yun, & Tesluk, 
2002), especially when the interactions are less structured and more open to idea experimentation, such as in 
creative collaboration. Interpersonal trust between the two people, however, may mitigate these negative effects 
of cultural diversity on creativity within the dyad. Specifically, interpersonal trust facilitates the forming of an 
effective intercultural relationship, which in turn creates an environment where the two people feel ascertained 
that their ideas would not be corrupted or stolen, and thus safe to share information and feedback. 
A recent research by Chua and colleagues (2012) investigated the relationship between intercultural relationships 
and creativity at the dyadic level by examining affective trust and cultural metacognition as two key variables. In 
three studies, individuals with higher cultural metacognition were found to be more likely to develop affective 
trust toward people of different cultures, which in turn enhanced creative collaboration of the intercultural dyads. 
Cultural metacognition, the ability to reflect on, adapt, and update cultural assumptions before, during, and after 
intercultural interactions (Ang, Van Dyne, & Tan, 2011; Earley & Ang, 2003; Earley, Ang, & Tan, 2006; 
Klafehn, Banerjee, & Chiu, 2008; Thomas, 2006) is crucial for effective dyadic creative collaboration. The 
concept of cultural metacognition is one of the key dimensions of cultural intelligence (CQ), defined as an 
individual’s capability in effectively dealing with intercultural interactions (Ang, Van Dyne, & Koh, 2006). 
Scholars have identified CQ as including various dimensions—motivation, behavior, cognition (knowledge), and 
metacognition (metacognitive awareness). In particular, cultural metacognition, as a regulator of other dimensions 
of CQ (Thomas et al., 2008), attests to some higher order cognitive processes that manage the use of cultural 
knowledge. 
To elaborate, cultural metacognition promotes “contextualized thinking,” or the understanding that cultural 
contexts shape individuals’ motivations and behaviors, and “cognitive flexibility” or the ability to 
discriminatively use mental maps and behavioral patterns during intercultural interactions (Chua et al., 2012, p. 
117). Contextualized thinking and cognitive flexibility help individuals make use of diverse cultural knowledge 
by overcoming associated challenges such as misunderstandings, tensions, and conflicts caused by gaps in 
problem representation (Cronin & Weingart, 2007). Therefore, these cognitive mechanisms lubricate the 
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processes of combining and experimenting on disparate cultural ideas to enhance intercultural creative 
collaboration via effective communication, which cultivates affective trust (Ang et al., 2007). 
How does affective trust function as the central mechanism linking cultural metacognition to effective creative 
collaboration? First, cultural metacognition engenders affective trust via feelings of being on the “same 
wavelength” resulting from appropriately adjusted conversation and behavioral styles during intercultural 
interactions (Chua et al., 2012, p. 118). Individuals of high cultural metacognition are adept at adjusting their 
cultural assumptions and behaviors to audiences of specific cultural backgrounds, thus building the foundation for 
developing affective trust. Second, affective trust facilitates intercultural creative collaboration. Affective trust 
ameliorates risks of creative collaboration that involve experimentation and sharing of time-sensitive, new ideas, 
making the involved parties especially vulnerable to various uncertainties (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987, 1991; 
Rubenson & Runco, 1995). As noted earlier, a study by Chua et al. (2010) showed that affective trust was 
positively correlated with new idea sharing among managers’ professional networks. Not only does affective trust 
increase safe and secure feelings in exposing ideas to others, it may relieve intercultural anxiety in intercultural 
collaboration as it motivates individuals to take the time to understand and appreciate others’ alternative 
perspectives. The resulting understanding and appreciation enable the process of managing culture-related 
differences to generate creative solutions to the problem at hand. In sum, cultural metacognition represents the 
mental processes that make sense of intercultural experiences, plan intercultural encounters, and adjust 
intercultural assumptions, thus promoting interpersonal trust and enhancing creative collaboration. 
Three studies by Chua, Morris and Mor (2012) provide empirical evidence for the arguments earlier. Using a 
multirater assessment, the first study showed that managers’ self-reported cultural metacognition was positively 
correlated with other-culture associates’ assessments of the effectiveness of their intercultural creative 
collaboration. This positive correlation persisted after controlling for various measures of multicultural 
experiences—the number of languages spoken, the number of countries lived in (for at least 6 months), the 
number of countries visited last year, and past interactions with people of different cultures and countries. 
Therefore, this study also supports the claim that cultural metacognition is different from multicultural 
experiences, which have been found to influence creativity (Leung, Maddux, Galinsky, & Chiu, 2008; Maddux & 
Galinsky, 2009). 
The second study employed an egocentric network survey to investigate the mediating role of affective versus 
cognitive trust in the relationship between cultural metacognition and dyadic creative collaboration in the form of 
new idea sharing. Managers listed up to 24 contacts whom they considered important in their professional 
networks, assessed the likelihood that they discussed new ideas with each contact, rated how much they 
affectively and cognitively trusted each contact, and answered some questions about the nature of their dyadic 
relationships (e.g., length of relationships, frequency of interactions). Controlling for factors that could influence 
new idea sharing either directly or through interpersonal trust (e.g., the degree of cultural diversity in managers’ 
networks, the number of contacts, the job function of that manager), results of moderated mediation analysis 
indicate that cultural metacognition positively predicted the amount of affective trust (not cognitive trust) and the 
likelihood of sharing new ideas with contacts of different cultural backgrounds, but not those of the same cultural 
background. Thus, the study confirmed that cultural metacognition and the affective trust mechanism impact new 
idea sharing only in the specific context of intercultural, as opposed to intracultural, encounters. 
The third study showed similar results across three different dependent variables—third-party ratings of joint 
creative products (creative fusion dishes), perception of the other person as an effective partner, and assessment of 
idea exchange during the joint task. The results revealed that higher cultural metacognition in an intercultural 
dyad (which involved strangers) led to more effective creative collaboration (Study 3), greater idea sharing 
(Studies 2 and 3), and higher creative performance (Study 3), as long as the participants engaged in a personal 
conversation before the task. In this study, personal conversation was an experimental manipulation used to 
 9 
 
 
induce affective trust. Mediational analyses further confirmed that affective trust (but not cognitive trust) explains 
the pathway linking cultural metacognition to the different dependent measures in dyadic collaboration. 
Based on these studies, Chua and colleagues (2012) identify two insights that address the challenges of 
intercultural creative collaboration in dyads. First, the dyad requires at least one interaction partner to have higher 
levels of cultural metacognition to consider the other’s perspective, to take the initiative to avoid cross-cultural 
misunderstanding, and to build effective intercultural rapport in order to facilitate successful creative 
collaboration. Second, affective trust can be built among new acquaintances by engaging in personal 
conversations. Once affective trust is established, the dyad is likely to achieve higher creativity outcomes. 
Whereas the research we reviewed thus far focuses on the impact of cultural metacognition on creative 
collaboration, the overall CQ has also been shown to enhance intercultural negotiation processes and outcomes, 
which often require integrative solutions to arrive at creative problem solving. Imai and Gelfand (2010), using 
transcripts of 124 American and East Asian negotiators, demonstrated that CQ measured a week prior to 
negotiations predicted negotiators’ complementary integrative information behaviors (i.e., the dyad exchanged 
integrative information on disparate topics), which in turn predicted joint profit. Note that this effect was over and 
beyond other types of intelligence, including cognitive ability (Barry & Friedman, 1998; Kurtzberg, 1998) and 
emotional intelligence (Elfenbein, Foo, White, Tan, & Aik, 2007), and personality traits including openness to 
experience (Ma & Jaeger, 2005). The researchers reasoned that CQ provides negotiators with cooperative and 
epistemic motives to promote cooperation and sense making during negotiation, which jointly enable them to 
invest more cognitive effort into accurately understanding their culturally different counterparts and adopt more 
integrative negotiation strategies. Notably, the negotiator with the lower levels of CQ in the dyad is the one 
determining the dyad’s engagement in effective negotiation sequences. This is unsurprising, given that it takes 
both sides to engage in integrative behaviors in order to improve joint profit. 
In sum, we reviewed evidence on the relations between cultural metacognition and intercultural creative 
collaboration and between CQ and creative negotiation outcomes at the dyadic level. One may as well assume a 
similar process at the intrateam level, which could be viewed as a collection of dyadic relationships that 
simultaneously influence the multicultural team’s creative outcomes. Nonetheless, the whole may not merely be 
the sum of its parts. In the next section, we discuss existing research on multicultural teams wherein team 
members’ intercultural relationships influence the team’s creative outcomes. 
 
Team-Level Creativity 
A multicultural team is a team consisting of individuals from at least three different national cultures working 
together toward a common goal (Crotty & Brett, 2012). As the business environments become increasingly 
globalized, organizations rely on multicultural teams to capitalize on their diverse knowledge, expertise, and 
experience to achieve creativity and innovation (Behfar, Kern, & Brett, 2006). Mounting evidence, however, 
suggests that many multicultural teams fail to utilize their available multicultural resources toward producing 
creative outcomes. 
How members of a multicultural team relate to, interact, and communicate with others plays an especially critical 
role in determining whether or not the team as a whole would be creative. A multicultural team comprises 
numerous intercultural dyadic relationships working alongside. Although a team member may engage multiple 
other members simultaneously, the quality and nature of the individual dyadic relationship matter. The 
effectiveness of the team’s intercultural relationships therefore depends on how well different dyads bond together 
and how well these dyads interact. 
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Possible explanations for a multicultural team’s failure to achieve higher levels of creativity include a lack of a 
common understanding (Earley & Gibson, 2002; Maznevski, 1994), poor-quality communication (Giambatista & 
Bhappu, 2010), low attachment or commitment (Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992), low social integration (Smith et 
al., 1994), differences in norms and assumptions (Behfar et al., 2006; Gelfand et al., 2011; Gibson & Zellmer-
Bruhn, 2001, 2002; Watson, Kumar, & Michaelson, 1993), and lack of language proficiencies (Beyene, Hinds, & 
Cramton, 2009). Demographic cues can also prompt negative stereotypes among team members of different 
ethnic backgrounds (Allport, 1954; Dovidio, Evans, & Tyler, 1986; Duncan, 1976), causing intrateam conflicts 
and tensions. Taken together, this array of factors are likely to trouble intercultural relationships, giving rise to a 
team climate that is unaccommodating of idea exchange and experimentation, thus undermining team 
collaboration and performance (Cramton & Hinds, 2004; Lau & Murnighan, 1998). 
To understand the implications of intercultural relationships on creativity in multicultural teams, we discuss four 
related issues. First, we address intercultural evaluation apprehension, a main challenge members of multicultural 
teams face as a result of their cultural differences. Second, we discuss intercultural perceptions, which are 
influenced by cultural differences but could be enhanced to promote team creativity. Third, we describe the 
process of building intercultural relationships and how it may affect team creative performance over time. Fourth, 
we review the concept of intercultural brokerage, which explains the different roles individual team members with 
distinct cultural knowledge play in facilitating creative collaboration. 
 
Intercultural Evaluation Apprehension 
A team’s creative outcomes should not be equated with the sum of its individual members’ creative endeavors. 
This notion is supported by evidence in studies of group brainstorming, a process which facilitates idea generation 
and consequently creative problem solving (Parnes, 1992; Treffinger, Isaksen, & Dorval, 1994). Because 
production gains in group brainstorming derive mostly from the diverse ideas exchanged among group members 
(see Paulus, Putman, Dugosh, Dzindolet, & Coskun, 2002, for a review on production gains and losses in group 
brainstorming), a multicultural team consisting of members from varied cultures should reap the highest benefits 
from group brainstorming. Yet the group brainstorming literature finds that interactive groups are usually less 
productive in terms of idea generation than the same number of individuals in nominal groups irrespective of race 
or ethnicity of group members (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987; Lamm & Trommsdorff, 1973; Mullen, Johnson, & Salas, 
1991). Nominal groups are groups of individuals who brainstorm ideas in isolation and their generated ideas are 
pooled together to form the group product. A key reason for production losses in group brainstorming is 
evaluation apprehension. 
A main driver of evaluation apprehension is that individuals tend to implicitly or explicitly evaluate themselves 
by comparing performance with one another using different and, sometimes, incompatible norms, values, and 
assumptions (Cottrell, 1972; Sanna, 1992). In the context of multicultural teams, team members’ norms, values 
and assumptions are heavily shaped by their cultural backgrounds (Behfar et al., 2006; Gibson & Zellmer-Bruhn, 
2001, 2002; Watson et al., 1993). For instance, those from a collectivistic culture may yield to social pressures, 
whereas those from an individualistic culture tend to adhere to their own beliefs. Individual members of a 
multicultural team are thus more prone to feeling anxious about their own performance than those of a culturally 
homogenous team because it is unclear against which norms, values, and assumptions the team assesses 
performance. Further, these individuals may not feel psychologically safe to experiment with new ideas 
(Edmondson, 1999) or to undertake initiatives to enhance their work for fear of negative judgment. 
Nonetheless, certain work practices could reconcile evaluation apprehension arising from the differences in 
norms, values, and assumptions to enable creativity. Recent research by Crotty and Brett (2012) showed that 
fusion teamwork—teamwork that recognizes and respects cultural differences among team members in their work 
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practices and approaches—promotes team creativity, and team members with higher cultural metacognition tend 
to describe their teamwork as fusion. Next, we discuss the relationships among fusion teamwork, cultural 
metacognition, and creativity in the context of multicultural teams. 
How does fusion teamwork promote creativity? Fusion teamwork consists of two interdependent, creativity-
enhancing norms: the coexistence of culturally different approaches to manage teamwork and meaningful 
participation (Janssens & Brett, 2006). Individual members of a fusion team should feel less apprehensive about 
their differences in norms, values, and assumptions, because the team acknowledges and manages instead of 
condemning or suppressing these differences. Further, meaningful participation, a practice where team members 
readily speak up when they have unique information to contribute to the team, encourages team members with 
different perspectives to express their ideas. Taken together, fusion teamwork supports the building of intrateam 
relationships that are based on an understanding of differences among team members, and it provides a channel 
through which team members can capitalize on their diverse cultural knowledge. For example, team members 
from the United States and China can build a better creative collaborative relationship because they learn to 
embrace appropriate norms specific to the situation. Specifically, the Chinese could learn to be proactive when 
pitching their ideas to the Americans, while the Americans could learn to be mindful of the face-saving culture 
when dealing with the Chinese. This type of understanding is likely to maximize the contribution of both the 
Americans and the Chinese to the team. Fusion teamwork thus creates a team environment that eases evaluation 
apprehension with dynamic team norms and embraces multicultural resources as inputs for creativity via the 
practice of meaningful participation. 
Why are team members with high (vs. low) cultural metacognition more likely to engage in fusion teamwork? 
Team members with high cultural metacognition constantly check and update their cultural assumptions to arrive 
at appropriate behaviors during intercultural interactions. These individuals are likely to develop effective 
relationships with other team members of different cultural backgrounds because they are knowledgeable about, 
adaptive to, and comfortable with intercultural interactions. Therefore, they are less frustrated by cultural 
dissimilarities and more effective in finding optimal ways to resolve these dissimilarities. 
Besides evaluation apprehension, another significant factor that prompts multicultural teams to fail at achieving 
creativity is team members’ inability to foster effective communication (Carlile, 2004; Dougherty, 1992; 
Hackman, 1990; Wiersema & Bantel, 1992). Low-quality communication perpetuates misunderstanding and 
misinterpretation, which harm creative performance within intercultural relationships. Conversely, high-quality 
communication exerts the opposite effects. A study on national diversity of virtual teams by Gibson and Gibbs 
(2006) supports this argument. Using interview data from teams across industries and survey data from aerospace 
design teams that worked together with varying degrees of “virtuality,” Gibson and Gibbs (2006) found that a 
psychologically safe communication climate moderated the negative relationship between national diversity and 
team innovation. Specifically, national diversity creates different communication preferences and undermines 
team identification, thus compromising the forming of a shared vision, a sine qua non for innovation. However, a 
psychologically safe communication climate, defined as a team environment that is supportive of open 
communication and risk taking (Baer & Frese, 2003; Edmondson, 1999, 2003; Gibb, 1961), may help bridge in-
group and out-group differences and resolve conflict, misinterpretation, and misunderstanding by easing 
evaluation apprehension. In sum, although national diversity in multicultural teams may inhibit effective 
communication, a team context that provides a safety net for team members to share and experiment on ideas with 
one another should alleviate the creativity-dampening effects of national diversity. 
Furthermore, different communication methods may affect the relative saliency of the advantages versus the 
disadvantages of diversity in multicultural teams. A study by Giambatista and Bhappu (2010) showed the 
interaction effects between communication styles (nominal group technique [NGT] vs. computer-mediated 
communication [CMC]) and impacts of ethnic diversity (positive variety properties that make use of 
nonredundant categories of knowledge and experience versus negative separation properties that focus on 
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perception of team members’ differences) on team creative performance.3 The results revealed that ethnically 
diverse teams benefitted from the process of NGT that involves a strict order of nominal idea generation, 
discussion of ideas, and nominal voting (Van de Ven & Delbecq, 1971), as well as the process of CMC that 
involves parallel processing and reductive characteristics (as the absence of visual or verbal cues promotes 
anonymity). In addition, whereas NGT might accentuate the positive variety properties of ethnic diversity because 
it separates idea generation from idea evaluation, allowing team members to share unique ideas and perspectives 
without evaluation apprehension, CMC helps minimize the negative separation properties of ethnic diversity by 
reducing in-group bias and facilitating efficient and effective participation of diverse team members. With these 
communication methods in place, the positive variety properties should outweigh the negative separation 
properties, creating a team context where team members are empowered to make the most use of their 
multicultural resources to enhance team creative performance. 
 
Intercultural Perceptions 
Oftentimes, individuals of different cultures might have a biased perception of each other because they use their 
own worldview to make judgments. Their ability to look past their differences in norms, values, and assumptions 
associated with their cultural backgrounds could be conducive for establishing mutual understanding and building 
effective intercultural relationships, which enhance team creativity. 
A study by Polzer, Milton, and Swann (2002) showed that self-verification, the degree to which team members 
see the other team members as the other team members see themselves, moderates the team diversity–creativity 
relationship. Specifically, longitudinal data on various work teams indicated that diversity improved creative 
performance once teams had established high self-verification. Indeed, teams with high self-verification are less 
likely to experience disagreement and misunderstanding because team members have taken the time to understand 
the other team members for who they are or, more precisely, for who they see themselves to be. In addition, high 
self-verification may generate a sense of validation, which encourages the sharing of unique knowledge among 
team members and promotes higher creative performance. 
Using longitudinal data from small teams of MBA students, Swann, Kwan, Polzer, and Milton (2003) identified 
the antecedents of self-verification within multicultural teams. They found that team members’ impressions of the 
others (targets) when teams started to form influenced the level of individuation of the targets at a later time—the 
process by which the targets are identified as distinguished from one another. Target individuation predicted the 
targets’ self-verification, which in turn predicted team creative performance. The researchers reasoned that 
positive (as opposed to neutral or negative) impressions of the targets might motivate perceivers to spend more 
time with them and learn more about them personally (e.g., Dabbs & Ruback, 1987); thus, they are likely to 
individuate the target’s idiosyncratic characteristics rather than lumping them with all others. Indeed, 
individuation serves as a necessary (although not sufficient) condition for self-verification because forming 
individuated appraisals of the targets increases the chance of those appraisals to align with the targets’ self-views. 
Notably, the importance of individuation is pronounced in intercultural relations because members of a 
multicultural team need to acknowledge their cultural differences and see others for who they are in order to 
capitalize on the multicultural resources toward creativity. 
 
                                                          
3 The nominal group technique is a structured decision-making process that encourages all members of a team to contribute 
their opinions and ideas. Members typically take turns voicing their point of view after an individual brainstorming session. 
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The Process of Building Intercultural Relationships 
It is common that members of a multicultural team overcome different challenges across different stages of team 
formation in order to build intercultural relationships over time and to optimize the creative benefits of 
multicultural resources. Two studies illustrated how different stages of team formation interact with certain 
aspects of multicultural teams—ethnic diversity (Giambatista & Bhappu, 2010) and value orientations (Cheng et 
al., 2012)—to impact creative performance. In one study, Giambatista and Bhappu (2010) demonstrated that 
ethnic diversity attests to both negative separation and positive variety properties (defined earlier), but the 
negative separation properties only showed in newly formed teams, whereas the positive variety properties were 
evident only in mature teams. This finding is consistent with some previous research (e.g., Harrison, Price, Gavin, 
& Florey, 2002; Zellmer-Bruhn, Maloney, Bhappu, & Salvador, 2008), suggesting that the positive variety 
properties become more salient as a team matures, outweighing perceptions of differences among team members. 
Indeed, in forging effective intercultural relationships, team members face a difficult period of reconciling and 
adapting to one another’s differences before coming to a common understanding. Over time, team members may 
build a common identity around their work and become more accepting of one another’s differences. They are 
then more likely to welcome and build on one another’s unique contribution to the team’s creative performance. 
In another study on multicultural team development, Cheng and colleagues (2012) found that uncertainty 
avoidance and relationship orientation—two of Hofstede’s (1980) four cultural dimensions—exerted different 
effects on team creative performance, depending on the stage of team formation. Using longitudinal data from 
self-managing multicultural teams, the researchers showed that at the initial stage of team formation, multicultural 
teams with a low level of uncertainty avoidance (i.e., a tolerance for ambiguity) and a moderate degree of 
variance among team members’ uncertainty avoidance were more likely to excel in creative performance. It is 
because as a multicultural team starts to form, team members with lower levels of uncertainty avoidance can cope 
better with the interpersonal anxiety associated with working with unknown individuals from different cultures, 
and thereby make better use of the multicultural resources. Further, a moderate level of variance in team 
members’ uncertainty avoidance means that there are not too many different relationships resulting from this 
cultural value orientation within the team, allowing members to better capitalize on the diverse cultural resources 
to achieve creativity. 
At later stages of team development, a high level of team relationship orientation (i.e., an emphasis on 
relationships and not competitiveness) and a moderate degree of variance among team members’ relationship 
orientation enhanced creative performance. It is because at later stages team members are likely to have overcome 
the initial challenges prompted by cultural differences, putting a greater emphasis on relationships could foster an 
interpersonal understanding and effectively actualize the benefits of cultural diversity. In addition, a moderate 
level of variance in relationship orientation and a high level of average relationship orientation should be the best 
combination to enhance creative performance. With high variance in relationship orientation, team members may 
feel disconnected from the team, thus shunning themselves from effective collaboration. Low variance in 
relationship orientation, on the other hand, may render team members to feel overly comfortable with their 
interpersonal relationships and reduce their readiness to dissent, if needed. This type of team dynamic increases 
the likelihood of team members falling into the trap of groupthink, whereby team decisions are made without 
critical evaluation of alternatives (Turner & Pratkanis, 1998). 
In fact, these findings from Cheng and colleagues (2012) are consistent with those from the study by Giambatista 
and Bhappu (2010). Both research studies demonstrate that team members’ intercultural differences are most 
apparent during the initial phase of team formation due to the experience of uncertainty and ambiguity from 
working with unfamiliar individuals. However, these differences may become less apparent over time. When team 
members gradually have learned about, bonded, accepted, and validated one another, they could take more 
advantage of the multicultural diversity to benefit the team’s creative outcomes. 
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Intercultural Brokerage 
Because there is a general assumption that team members who possess knowledge of multiple cultures should 
have a higher chance of bridging cultural differences, existing research tends to examine how certain 
characteristics of these individuals affect team outcomes (e.g., DiMarco, Taylor, & Alin, 2010; Haas, 2006). 
Emerging research, however, has begun to investigate the different roles team members engage in to facilitate 
cross-cultural creative collaboration. 
Recently, Jang (2014) introduced the concept of cultural brokerage, the act of facilitating cross-cultural 
interaction. Using both inductive and deductive methods, her research demonstrated that members of a 
multicultural team could help cross-cultural creative collaboration in different ways, depending on their prior 
knowledge of the relevant cultures. Jang categorizes these members as cultural insiders (those with deep 
knowledge of the cultures of other team members) and cultural outsiders (those with little knowledge of the 
cultures of other team members) and identifies the different styles of brokerage they engage in to facilitate team 
creative collaboration. Specifically, cultural insiders engage in the act of compensating—managing cultural 
differences on behalf of the team; conversely, cultural outsiders engage in the act of empowering—enabling other 
members to address cultural issues. For example, cultural insiders would directly translate what a team member 
says in one language to another language that other team members can understand. Cultural outsiders, on the other 
hand, would motivate other team members to work through their differences by, for instance, advancing their 
cultural knowledge or complimenting them for behaving in a culturally appropriate way. Despite the different 
styles, Jang found that cultural insiders and cultural outsiders are equally effective at enhancing team creative 
performance. Potentially, the emergent theory of cultural brokerage opens the door to future research on how 
different styles of member interactions may impact creative performance of multicultural teams. 
In sum, the effects of intercultural relationships on team-level creativity are not straightforward but mixed and 
oftentimes moderated. The ultimate impact on creativity may depend on the tradeoff between the positives and the 
negatives, as well as other critical determining factors that range from team members’ characteristics to team-
level factors such as norms and communication methods. The positive variety properties stem mostly from the 
fact that team members could capitalize on the available multicultural resources—ideas, perspectives, and 
knowledge associated with different cultures—to enhance the creative process. An effective intercultural 
relationship creates a team climate where members feel safe to share and test their unique ideas and perspectives 
in order to promote higher team creativity. The negative separation properties derive mainly from team members’ 
different and sometimes incompatible norms, values, and assumptions due to their different cultural backgrounds. 
These differences, if not properly handled, could drive a wedge between team members, plaguing their 
relationships with misunderstandings, conflicts, and tensions, thus undermining team creative performance. Taken 
together, if the goal is to enable multicultural teams to achieve higher levels of creativity, putting in place factors 
or conditions that allow team members to build effective intercultural relationships that reconcile cultural 
differences and reap the intellectual resources presented by cultural diversity is a must. 
 
Discussion 
Summary 
This chapter outlines how relationships between individuals of different cultural backgrounds may influence 
creativity at three different levels—individual, dyadic, and team. Two elements appear to be key for harnessing 
intercultural relationships toward creative outcomes: (a) a deep understanding of intercultural dynamics and (b) 
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the establishment of working behaviors that enable effective intercultural ties. Personal characteristics or social 
conditions that support these two elements would enable a positive intercultural relationships–creativity link. We 
next interpret the major concepts we have discussed in this chapter with regard to these two elements. 
Fusion teamwork, for example, enables the building of team dynamics that enhance creativity via two norms. The 
first norm promotes team members’ understanding of their cultural differences, whereas the second norm 
establishes a working behavior that facilitates cross-cultural creative collaboration. These two fusion workteam 
norms, therefore, work hand in hand to enable effective intercultural relationships, subsequently enhancing team 
creativity. 
Affective trust, self-verification, and cultural metacognition also contribute to the two key elements, thus enabling 
the intercultural relationships–creativity link. First, affective trust between two individuals ensures that they could 
share their unique ideas without fear of being criticized despite their cultural differences. Once developed, 
affective trust reinforces a mutual understanding that surpasses cultural differences and creates a sense of security 
that the shared ideas would not be judged negatively due to the different criteria the other person holds based on 
his or her cultural lens. Second, high self-verification indicates that individuals see others as others see themselves 
irrespective of their differences in cultural identities. High self-verification generates a sense of validation, which 
encourages the sharing of knowledge and cultural resources, enhancing creative collaboration. Third, cultural 
metacognition allows for an update of cultural assumptions before, during, and after cultural interactions. As 
noted, cultural metacognition stimulates contextualized thinking and cognitive flexibility. These two aspects of 
cultural metacognition match with the two key elements for harnessing intercultural relationships toward 
creativity. Specifically, contextualized thinking creates an understanding that cultural contexts shapes individuals’ 
motivations and behaviors, supporting an understanding of intercultural dynamics. Cognitive flexibility cultivates 
the ability to behave in culturally appropriate ways, contributing to the establishment of work behaviors that 
enable effective intercultural ties. 
On the other hand, factors that undermine a deep understanding of intercultural dynamics and the establishment of 
working behaviors that enable effective intercultural ties may reverse the creativity-enhancing effects of 
intercultural relationships. First, ambient cultural disharmony exemplifies an environmental disabler of the 
intercultural relationships–creativity link. Second, intercultural evaluation apprehension accentuates concerns that 
those from different cultural backgrounds would negatively judge performance because of the different 
performance criteria associated with their cultural identities. As a result, individuals with evaluation apprehension 
tend not to take risks in accepting or experimenting with new ideas, likely hurting their creative performance. 
Third, the cultural misalignment between the innovator and the audience can pose a barrier to creative 
engagement and success. When individuals come from tight cultures that confine them to strict and clearly 
defined norms that sanction deviant mindsets or behaviors, they are relatively less adaptive to think divergently or 
experiment with ideas out of the box. These missing qualities undermine cross-cultural creative endeavors. 
 
Future Research Directions 
Despite recent growth in research that aims to investigate when and how multicultural relationships promote 
creativity, our understanding of the whole story is still developing. One important area that future research may 
look into is how mandating a primary language in a cross-cultural context may impact creative collaboration and 
outcomes. Cross-cultural dyads or teams usually have a primary language that individuals use to communicate 
their ideas and perspectives to others. Having a common language is necessary for individuals to understand one 
another, but it may, however, dilute the contribution of those who are not native speakers of the primary language 
for three main reasons. First, it is difficult to express oneself in a foreign language, especially if the ideas are new 
and underdeveloped. Nonnative speakers may struggle to find the right words or timing to explain their ideas, and 
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therefore reserve their opinions or only propose ideas that are simple to explain but not necessarily new or 
relevant. Second, nonnative speakers may constantly be under evaluation apprehension when speaking the second 
language and their tensions may disrupt effective collaborations with native speakers (Beyene et al., 2009). Third, 
the ability to use the primary language may be viewed as a status characteristic—the desirable skill against which 
individuals compare themselves and others (Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972)—which prompts less favorable 
evaluations for those without the relevant skill (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Unequal status evaluations widen status 
gaps and produce differential performance expectations such that nonnative speakers may choose to withhold 
their contributions when they are attributed a lower status. Future research could examine the different 
mechanisms that explain how having a primary language may compromise creative outcomes of cross-cultural 
dyads or teams. For example, researchers could test whether or not mandating a primary language in a 
multicultural team will lower perceived status and contribution of nonnative speakers of the primary language, 
thus undermining team creativity. 
Second, although cultural diversity brings diverse ideas to the table, cultural differences in norms, values, and 
assumptions can come along as distractions. As individuals grapple with these distractions, they may have limited 
cognitive capacity to process diverse and sometimes conflicting information at any given time (Baddeley, 1999; 
Duncan, 1999) and experience cognitive overload—the cognitive state that arises when required cognitive 
resources surpass available cognitive resources (Lang, 2000). Once cognitive overload occurs, more inputs will 
undermine rather than stimulate performance (Fox, Park, & Lang, 2007). For example, members of a 
multicultural team may be so overloaded by the different and conflicting ideas that they could not reach any 
agreed-upon solution to a problem at hand. Relatedly, research on asymmetric perceptions of conflict in teams 
indicated that members who perceive more conflict than others will be more distracted and become less effective 
in their work performance (Jehn, Rispens, & Thatcher, 2010). We also speculate that these individuals are likely 
to exhaust their cognitive resources because they overspend their mental capacity to process differences and do 
not have enough for engaging in the creative process. 
Relatedly, we theorize that cultural distance could moderate the relationship between cultural diversity and 
creativity. Previous research has shown that inputs from diverse sources are more cognitively taxing and prone to 
prompt cognitive overload than inputs from similar sources (Fox et al., 2007; Lang, 2000). As such, the less 
similar any two cultures are, the more cognitive resources individuals need to process ideas from the two cultures 
and the more likely their creative performance will suffer from cognitive overload. Future research could 
investigate the different types of distractions cultural diversity begets that may hurt creativity and how the degree 
of dissimilarities between the relevant cultures could moderate the impact. 
Third, we see an important contribution for future research to investigate what leaders could do to facilitate 
creative collaboration in cross-cultural dyads and teams. In a cross-cultural context, leadership is the culmination 
of cultural metacognition and intercultural brokerage—leaders should be able to manage their cultural knowledge 
to effectively connect individuals of different cultural backgrounds to work together. For example, how could 
leaders help individuals with different norms, values, and assumptions deal with intercultural anxiety and 
evaluation apprehension? Especially in newly formed dyads or teams, intercultural encounters create a feeling of 
uncertainty around unfamiliar interpersonal relationships (Cheng et al., 2012). Team members are likely uncertain 
of what others think and against what criteria they judge performance. Future research may examine if the 
leader’s role in putting in place norms or practices such as organizing ice-breaking sessions or clarifying 
performance criteria helps ease these negative emotions. 
Additionally, leaders have the authority and responsibility to assign individuals to work together. To match any 
two individuals for creative collaboration, leaders need to understand their differences in cultures and associated 
views of the world. Future studies may ask what kind of cultural knowledge is needed for leaders to be effective 
in intercultural brokerage. For example, a leader should not put individuals with a history of cultural tension into a 
dyad to avoid interpersonal conflict that may interfere with their work. Future research can also look at how 
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leadership styles impact intercultural relationships in creative teams. For example, participative leadership, 
defined as joint decision making by a leader and his or her subordinates (Koopman & Wierdsma, 1998), is likely 
to amplify the effectiveness of the fusion practice of meaningful participation to enhance the creative process. 
Specifically, leaders who value a joint decision-making process tend to encourage team members to share their 
ideas and stimulate creative thoughts. 
It is also worth noting that an investigation into any single level of creativity as the dependent variable can only 
give an incomplete understanding of the impact of intercultural relationships on creativity. Creativity is, in fact, a 
multifaceted construct, and the unleashing of team members’ creative potentiality depends very much on the 
implicated context (Zhou & Hoever, 2013). The impacts of multiculturalism on creativity may spill over or 
interact across different levels. For example, cultural harmony or tension in the social network may interact with 
individuals’ characteristics to affect their creativity, which in turn influences the quality of their intercultural 
relationships with others. Conversely, multicultural team dynamics may result from the interaction between the 
various dyadic intercultural relationships of team members. Because cross-cultural collaboration occurs across 
levels of social interactions, researchers should examine its impact on creativity across different levels to gain a 
nuanced understanding of the phenomenon. 
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